In his A Theory of Justice, John Rawls claims his social contract theory can be considered part of the social contract tradition which includes Locke, Rousseau and Kant. 
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The purpose of this essay is to determine what defines a tradition such as that of the social contract and to evaluate Rawls' claim that he is in the same tradition as Rousseau. At the same time, I analyze the general nature of the contract model and so clarify some of the controversial points in Rawls' and Rousseau'8 political theories.
I. Rousseau:
In the Social Contract Rousseau characterizes the contract in these terms: "although they (the clauses of the contract) have perhaps never been formally set forth, they are everywhere the same and everywhere tacitly admitted" (14).* Rousseau believes these clauses can be reduced to one: "the total alienation of each associate, together with all his rights, to the whole community" (14). Each must alienate all rights since if any right were left to individuals, without a "common superior" to decide between conflicts of individuals and public, the state of nature would ensue and the association dissolve. Each participant, in giving himself to all, gives himself to nobody; and as there is no associate over which he does not acquire the same right as he yields others over himself, he gains an equivalent for everything he loses, and an increase of force for the preservation of what he has. (14) In another definition of the social contract, Rousseau introduces the key concept of the "general will"
(volonte generale) (henceforth abbreviated GW):
Each of us puts his person and all his power in common under the supreme direction of the general will and in our corporate capacity, we receive each member as an indivisible part of the whole. (15) In the Emile, Rousseau is even more insistent on the radical nature of the alienation demanded by the contract:
As an Individual everyone of us contributes his goods, his person, his life, to the common stock under the supreme direction of the general will.
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The body politic of the sovereign, then, derives its existence only from the contract. The sovereign, being only the aggregate of the individuals, is the supreme power in the society.
Few concepts in the history of political theory have been as controversial as Rousseau's notion of the GW.
There is no question, however, that it is the key to understanding Rousseau. According to Rousseau, each Individual has a particular will which aims at his particular interests.
In the state of nature only the particular will and private interest exist. The GW, which exists only in the political state, aims at the common or general interest. For Rousseau, then, the 'will' is distinguished by its object; the private will tending towards the private interest, the general will at the general object of interest.
Sovereignty is nothing else but "the exercise of the GW" (23). Moreover, Rousseau contends that the GW "is always right" (26), but he does not take this to mean that the majority is always right. Rousseau wants to draw a distinction between the GW and the "will of all," the latter being simply the sum of particular wills (26). How then is the GW ascertained if not by a majority vote?
Rousseau's answer is as complex as it is elusive. At first he suggests that the GW remains as "sum of the differences" between the particular wills (26). More specifically, the GW emerges from the deliberation of all the citizens when they have the "adequate information" and if the "citizens had no communication with one another" (27), i.e., when there are no factions or parties within the state which seeks their own ends rather than the common end. Though Rousseau rejects the view that the GW is simply the aggregate of particular wills, he does believe it can be expressed by a majority will under certain conditions. The majority will is the GW if when the issue is before the national assembly the people is asked not exactly whether it approves or rejects the proposal, but whether it is in conformity with the GW, which is their will . . . and the GW is found by counting votes.
If one finds oneself in the minority, then Rousseau believes one must conclude "I was mistaken" about the GW and one's own will. In the above quotation Rousseau These conditions allow for the principles of justice to be chosen without the influence of prejudice that knowledge of one's natural and social circumstances would lead to. To allow information about such matters of social happenstance would be to select principles which would be shaped, at least in part, by this 'prior' society and its social contingencies which may be an unjust society.
This way of regarding justice Rawls calls "justice as fairness" for these principles would result from free agreement among individuals under the above described circumstances. For Rawls, a practice is fair when none of those participating in it feel he is being taken advantage of or being compelled to give in to what he considers illegitimate claims.
Having described the limits on the knowledge of these hypothetical persons, Rawls must next give these individuals some content to explain their decision in favor of some principles of justice rather than others. By stipulating that these decision-makers are "free" Rawls means they have no authority over one another. By "rational" he means they are interested in furthering and taking the most effective means to their given ends (14). By "equal" is meant POPs are capable of having a conception of the good and a sense of justice and, in addition, they have the same degree of decision-making powers in the OP (19). Finally, by adding that POPs are "self-interested" Rawls does not intend to convey that POPs are egoists, but merely that they are concerned in advancing their goals and desires. Given these conditions, Rawls believes the principles of justice chosen would be: The reason POPs would choose these principles is that they provide for what Rawls calls "primary goods" or "what a rational man wants whatever else he wants" (92). That is, they are necessary means to fulfilling one's plan or goal of life, whatever these happen to be. These goods include rights and liberties, opportunities and powers, income and wealth and self-respect. The two principles would be chosen by rational selfinterested persons as the best way for each to secure his ends. Though POPs do not know their particular conception of the good they do know they have a rational life-plan and to achieve this end they prefer more primary social goods which the two principles of justice guarantee. The hypothetical contract obligates, Rawls believes, just as a real contract does because it is a result of moral beliefs we in fact possess or can be persuaded to hold after proper consideration. Rousseau's contract also has the non-historical or hypothetical form for, as has been pointed out above, Rousseau concedes the contract as he describes it may "have perhaps never been formally set forth" (14).
III. The Logic of the
(Indeed, considerations to follow will show that the contract cannot be other than a hypothetical one.) However, this similarity of the formal component is only partial, for the hypothetical aspect of Rousseau's contract has an actual element which is essential for its completeness.
Recall, in the Social Contract, Rousseau first stipulates that for the GW to emerge from an assembly of citizens three conditions must be met: 1) relevant Information must be available (27); 2) citizens must not form parties or communicate with one another (27); and 3) the question must be put to the assembly in this form:
"Is it in the common interest?" and the decision makers must ignore their own private interests. Mow, this closely approximates Rawls' Original Position; the last two conditions correspond to the Veil of Ignorance and the formal constraints of universality and generality on principles of justice and the first to the general knowledge people in the Original Position are said to have at their disposal.
The crucial difference, however, is that Rawls' OP is a conceptual device constructed so as to lead to the desired conclusion, the Two Principles, whereas Rousseau's recommendations are for a real assembly of people who know who and what they are and what they want. This difference is not without significance.
The problematic character of the idea of the GW is revealed when the presuppositions of the three conditions that the General Assembly must meet to derive the GW are made explicit. First, to disregard one's own particular interests assumes a kind of altruistic moral perfection, which Rousseau cannot explain or guarantee. But even if they were to disregard their interests, this would presuppose that some sort of cognitive perfection has been attained, for they must know infallibly what their interests are if they are to effectively disregard them.
Even granted that such a state were attainable, it would still be a private psychological state for which there seem to be no public criteria and therefore no way to determine whether the condition is in fact present. The second condition states that the Assembly must have all the "relevant information" In sum, to assert, as Rousseau does, that the GW is infallible (26), is to make the implausible claim that human society composed of fallible and finite creatures can reach political infallibility in history.
The above difficulties with the GW are compounded by the fact that the GW has only a procedural interpretation, i.e., it is the outcome of a procedure followed by the General Assembly; there are no independent substantive criteria for judging whether the Assembly's decisions are in fact the GW. Using Rawls' terminology, Rousseau's method is an instance of "pure procedural justice" (86), which obtains when there is an appropriate procedure which, if followed properly, will yield the correct or just result, but there is no independent criteria with which to evaluate the outcome. As in games of chance, so too in the case of the GW, the procedure must actually be carried out before the solution can be known. In Rawls, however, there is a relatively independent set of criteria by which to adjudicate the outcome of his procedure, our considered moral judgments.
Thus, Rawls' approach may be termed what Rawls calls "imperfect procedural justice" because criteria of the correct outcome do exist.
In imposing conditions that can only be applied in a hypothetical situation on an actual collection of persons, Rousseau has outlined a decision procedure which cannot be actualized in the real world. But without the General Assembly to complete and define the nature of the political community which the General Will demands, Rousseau's contract remains an empty abstraction.
This limited concurrence in the definition of the formal component of the contract in Rawls and
Rousseau is further diminished when the variables that constitute the material components of contract theory are defined. Agreement never occurs in a vacuum nor is the contract some eternal unchanging form; agreement always results in a specific contract whose specificity is determined by who agrees to what and for what purpose. The manner in which these material components are characterized will reveal the sources of the incommensurability between Rousseau and Rawls.
What contractees agree to, the clauses that constitute the contract, is a function of some goal or purpose they wish to actualize. These goals may be values, institutions, relationships, conditions or, more generally, a certain kind of socio-political structure or community.
What these goals are is a function of three factors: 1) what the contractees perceive as actual, i.e., their circumstances and condition; 2) what they believe is possible for them to achieve given man and his condition; 3) what the contractees see as desirable, the values or rights they wish to promote or preserve.
In Rousseau, the purpose of the contract was not the protection of rights, but the more nebulous one of establishing a society where the values of liberty and equality would be realized and promoted through the General Will and the total alienation of rights. But, more importantly, Rousseau's ultimate goal, as will be shown below, was the creation of a new kind of human nature, a nature more noble, compassionate and wise.
In the case of Rawls, the goal of his theory, from our own point of view, is to clarify our moral intuitions, but from the point of view of the POPs, it is to define principles of justice to ensure themselves the basic goods, namely, rights, liberties, opportunities, power, income, wealth, and self-respect.
And to achleve this, they agree to the Two Principles.
The material category of Agreement 'by whom' is concerned with the definition, essence or nature of the contractees, those party to the contract. This is a crucial component of any political theory, including that of the contract, for the contract consists in the definition of the relations that must exist between those party to it and the nature of the relations must be at least partly based on the nature of the relata, the contractees.
In establishing the nature of man three components are especially relevant here: 1) the character and extent of his innate capacities, motivations and weaknesses; 2) the relation and influence of the physical . and social environment on his condition and achievements; 3) the nature of his relation to other persons.
These elements are relevant in determining the degree and nature of the obligations, functions and responsibilities of the contractees.
Though we cannot here embark on a comprehensive and fully detailed discussion of Rousseau's concept of man, still a brief discussion is inevitable for an understanding of his contract.
It is clear from the First Discourse (FD) and Second Discourse (SD) that Rousseau believes contemporary man has degenerated and become decadent, immoral, in short, alienated from his essential nature.* Rousseau's theory of ideal human nature has at least five essential elements. First, Rousseau tells us that the two basic principles of man's essence are those which concern our well-being, namely, "self-preservation" (SD, 95) or "Amour de soi," and the principle which "inspires in us a natural repugnance to see any sensitive being perish or suffer, principally our fellowmen" (SD, 95, 130-1 In addition, he rejects "reason" as essential to man, which seems the only faculty that "perfectibility" may name. Such remarks as "the state of reflection is a state contrary to nature and the man who meditates is a depraved animal" (SD, 110) and "reason engenders vanity and reflection fortifies it" (SD, 132) supports the reading that reason is not part of perfectibility. However, in the First Discourse, which is often interpreted as the apothesis of ignorance and barbarity, Rousseau does in fact allow for the exercise of the intellect and the development of science and the arts as long as their influence consists in increasing the "happiness of the people" (63). This can occur only when governmental power and man's wisdom work together, not separately and at odds with one another. Hence, it seems reason, correctly used, may indeed have a proper role in the ideal society of men.
In sum, man properly understood, is a creature which preserves itself, has compassion for others, is free, labors and is perfectible (rational). Rousseau objects to man'8 present condition because it frustrates his nature in that many individuals are rich and idle, and many unfree due to their poverty, and perhaps most significantly, most have lost the virtue of compassion which has hurled society into a veritable state of war.
In a corrupt and alienated society "amour de soi" or self-preservation degenerates into "amourpropre" or conceit and vanity. Rousseau believes his social contract reestablishes freedom and compassion by totally alienating all rights, rediscovers the virtue of labor by recreating an agrarian city-state, and baptizes the arts of sciences which now work for man, not against him. 7 Rawls* own views on the nature of man are not easy to ascertain for he nowhere explicitly states them. Yet his descriptions of the POPs do give some indication of how he sees man. He sees him as morally and intellectually limited, free, self-interested, i.e., concerned to promote his own good, rational and nonenvious, since envy tends to make everyone worse off and is therefore irrational.
Of all these traits.
